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1 . Applicant's arguments filed 12 April 2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive with regards to claim 1 . 

Applicants' first argument is that Kuc's phrase "dolphin-like" means something 
substantially different than applicants 1 phrase "similar to those used by dolphins". 
Referring to the Webster's Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary, page 1098, the first 
definition of "similar" is "like". Thus the examiner considers the two phrases to be 
equivalent. 

Applicants further argue that the Kuc system only works in air, but claim 1 does 
not appear to be limited to underwater use and further claim 19 disclose the use of the 
system in the atmosphere. Applicants also argue that since being limited to airborne 
echo location, Kuc's system is not dolphin-like again claim 19 discloses the use of 
applicants' dolphin-like system in the atmosphere, so limitation of underwater use does 
not appear to be mandatory. 

Applicants next argue that their transmitter is located above the receivers where 
in Kuc's system the transmitter is located below the receivers. Again these relative 
transducer locations do not appear to be in claim 1. Applicants again argue Kuc's 
system is not dolphin-like because the transmitter is located below the receivers, but the 
examiner is pretty sure that a dolphin's echo location works even if they are swimming 
upside down or on the other side of the earth, so this relative transducer placement 
does not appear to mandatory to be dolphin-like. 

Applicants further argue that the Kuc system transmits signals with peaks 
between 50kHz and 60kHz, where applicants transmit signals between 110kHz and 
120kHz. Again this frequency limitation does not appear in claim 1. Applicants further 
argue the utilization of frequencies between 50kHz and 60 KHz is not dolphin-like. 
Studies of dolphins have disclosed that dolphins transmit and receive frequencies 
above 15kHz quite well, thus Kuc's system appears to be utilizing frequencies that 
dolphins can transmit and receive. 
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Applicants argue that Kuc's system is enabled for a monaural system and for 
detecting a solitary isolated target. Again claim 1 does not state only detecting a 
plurality of non-solitary and non-isolated targets and page 728, left column, lines 24-27 
recite each receiver processes it signals separately for object recognition. 

Applicants next argue that Kuc's system can only detect symmetric object. Again 
claim does not disclose detecting only asymmetric objects and page 733, right column, 
line 18 discloses identifying asymmetric objects. 

Applicants next argue the difficulties of detecting objects underwater. Again 
claim 1 is not limited to underwater object detection only. 

Finally applicants argue the Kuc system has a robotic arm, rotatable sensors, 
and a learning mode. Again clam 1 does not state a stationary or even the requirement 
that robotic arms are not utilized. Applicant argue that the rotatable sensors makes the 
Kuc system more bat-like than dolphin-like, but the Kuc reference does not disclose 
continuously rotating the sensors, so when the sensors are stationary the Kuc reference 
would be more dolphin-like than bat-like. Again claim 1 does not state a system with no 
learning mode. 

2. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the above features upon which applicant 
relies are not recited in claim 1. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

It is also noted that claim 1 utilizes the term "comprising", so the combination may 
include elements other than those recited. See Ex parte Russell, 153 USPQ 752 (PO 
BdApp) and H.K. Porter Co., Inc. v. Gate Rubber Co., 187 USPQ 692 (DC Colo). 
Further the term "similar" is somewhat indefinite. See In re Slayter, 125 USPQ 345 
(CCPA). 
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3. Proposed claims 2-42 are allowed. With regards to claims 28 & 29 (old claims 
5/1 and 6/1) the limitations of acoustic pulses transmitted by the transmitter are replicas 
of the projector modulation, beamwidth, and waveforms used by Tursiops truncatus and 
the receiver and auditory processing in the receiver closely approximates that used by 
Tursiops truncates are not disclosed by the Kuc reference which applicant states has a 
resonant frequency between 50kHz and 60kHz where applicants state their transmitted 
and received signals having peaks between 110kHz and 120kHz, which the examiner 
accepts as the definition of the waveforms used by Tursiops truncatus. 

4. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel Pihulic whose telephone number is 703-306- 
4168. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday. If attempts 
to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Thomas Tarcza, can be reached on 703-306-4171. 

The fax phone numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned are: 

» 703-872-9306 for official responses, and 
703-746-3847 for unofficial communications. 
Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308-1 113. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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